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REMARKS 

Applicants appreciate the Bxaminer's attention to the above referenced application, 
(leconsi delation of the application is lespectfulK requested based on the foiegoinsi amtndmt.ms 
and following semaiks Ciaiin^ I to ^2 \\eic ic octcd Cbinu i'' and 26 n^nc been carn^olicd 
Claims 1, n- 12, 17. 2 L and 27-2!* has-been amended Clanns 1-9 i i-25 and 2'"-32 arc now 
pending, of which Claims 1 and 17 are independent. 

§ 112 Rejection of the Claims 

Claims 1-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. Ii2, second paragraph, as being indefirate for 
failing to particulady point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. This rejection is moot based on the foregoing amendments, and should be 
withdrawn. It is believed that any issues regarding antecedent basis have been corrected. 

§102 Retection of the Claims 

Claims 1, 9, 17, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Pub. No. 2004/0215544 to Formale et a!., (hereinafter "Formale"). .Applicants respectfijOy 
traverse this rejection, which should be withdrawn for at least the reasons set fortl) herein. 

Independent Claims 1 and 17 have been amended, at least to include the limitations of 
Claims 10 and 26, respectively. Claims 1 and 17 require a web-based tool configured to select a 
disposition path, where the disposition path can be selected as any one o( scrapping (he surplm 
item, (iofrnting the surpius item, reseiling the surplus item, refitrUahing the surphs item for 
reme, mid enabiing reme of the smplm Hem within the compatjy. Claims 1 and 17 also require 
tliat when the disposition path is enabling reuse of the surplus item within the company , that the 
web-based tool compares the surplus item to ite?ns waitlisted by employees of the company. 

Formale does not teach or suggest a! I owing employees to waitlist an item and a tool that 
checks for waitlisted items before allowing an employee to order the item. Thus, this rejection 
should be withdrawn. The Examiner has assetted that this Umitation is shown by another 
reference, and this will be discussed in turn, below. 
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§103 RejectiOTi of the Claims 

Claims 2-4, 6, 18-20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Formale et a). (U.S. 2004/0215544) in view of Examiner's Official Notice. This rejection is 
moot based on the above amendments and following discussion, at least as related to amended 
Claims 1 and 17, and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 5 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fonnale 
et al , (U.S. 2004/0215544) in view of Kelly et aJ. (5,424,944), This rejection is moot based on 
the above afnendments and following discussion, at least as related to amended Claims I and 17, 
and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 7 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fomiale 
et al. (U S. 2004/02 1 5544) in view of Wang (U.S. 2004/0117287). This rejection is moot based 
on the above amendments and foHov/ing discussion, at least as related to amended Claims 1 and 

17, and should be witbdrawji. 

Claims S and 24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Formale 
et al. (U.S. 2004/0215544) in view of DeWolf et al. (U.S. 2002./0032626). This rejection is moot 
based on the above amendments and following discussion, at least as related to amended Claims 
1 and 17, and should be withdrawn. 

Claims 10-12, 16, 26-28, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Formale in view of U.S. Pub. No. 2003/0233277 to Saunders et al., 
(bereinat\er, "Saunders"). Applicants respectfially travei-se this rejection, which should be 
wjthdrav\i> for at least the reasons set forth herein. 

{ lamis 1 and 17 dst. a nonJoJ \> m ^ ut o .no " ]\vjons tif C1ain!^ iO and 2o \\\ 
dt'pt-tidftii tldiins die biusod on or^- »">: trc^o t ><. Ki^o c.a ms s,i df^cussfi>n will bo totust'J on 
dmcndcd (.Iannis 1 <ind i " \s dis>..usbcd above, amended CI amis I .ukI 1" icquiic a ueb-hased 
tool configured to select a dispo suio n pat h, where the disposition path can be selected as any one 
o£.sirappm}>: the surplus Hem. douaiot^ the smphis iiem, reselling (he swphis item, rejurhishtng 
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the s'urp/us item for reuse, and emblhig reuse of the surplus item within the company. Claims 1 
and 1 7 also require that when the disposition path is enabling reuse of the surph-is item wiihinjjje 
company , that the web-based tool compares the surplus item to items waitlisted by employees of 
the company. 

Neither Formaie nor Saimdei's teach this limitation. Formale does not teach or suggest 
waitlisting items. The Examiner relies on the teachings of Saunders for this limitation. 
However, Saunders teaches a method for a retail merchant to provide rainchecks to customers 
who have typically entered the retail store, only to find that iht item is unavailabie. The 
customer must have a store employee enter the raincheck information into the database in order 
for the faincheck to be activated. The store employee may a! so alert the customer to viable 
alternatives to the desired item, at that time. 

In contrast, the claimed invention requires tliat a web-based tool is used for selecting the 
disposition of a surplus item, byjLdirectjuser. The store employee of Saunders is not a direct 
user of the item. Claims 1 and 1 7 also recite that the web-based tool is for managing used, assets, 
The raincheck system of Saunders is for managing rainchecks or t\ew items to be purchased by a 
customer The claimed web-ba.sed iooi allow.s the conrpany io select one of a number of 
disposition paths for the used surplus item. When that disposition is reuse, or reassignment of 
tlie used item, the web-based tool compares the item description with previously waitlisted 
items, where the items have been waitlisted by an employee . Claims 1 and 17 also require that 
the reuse is to be within the company . This is contrary to the teachings of Saunders, Further, the 
emploNce is notiflcti that tlie ucm h.^s been put (^n jcsonc The Saundcj^ tamchetk i>^ stem may 
automaticalh noiih a tustonier hut n^H the emp)(nee when if le item has been lestooked 

The Fxammet asbcrfs that SaunJeis (paia [UOO^J) teaches plaem^ ihe sinpins item m aii 
QP.-!.?.M .P.^bltc..ca.tai.o^^ when a match of a waitlisted item is not found in the on-line tool 
However, this cited reference teaches a manual method for applying a physical raincheck to the 
physical item and maitttaimng a raincheck box, with paper copies of the items for which 
rainchecks have been issued A cursoi\ icview of non-cited sections of Saunders does not seem 
lo shou this Innuation cuht.! "saL.i do > soli s v,a>. iiiethod lot an empioscc of a fetail 
estabbshraent to enter a ramcheck m an electronic database when a customer tills out a paper 
mincheck form and hands it to a store employee. The employee then enters the raincheck 
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information into an electronic raincheck system. When the item is restocked, liie rairjcheck is 
physically attached to the item m\d the customer is notified by email or telephone. 

It will be apparent to those with skil! in the art that the Saunders raincheck system solves 
a different problem th&n the asset management system of Fomiale. There is no motivation to 
combine these methods because they solve different problems. Formale is for managing used 
corporate assets, and Saunders is for managing out of stock, new, retail assets. Management of 
used corporate assets requires a difTerent methodology than managing new items for retail 
purchase, and therefore, combhiing these references is counterintuiti-ve. 

Moreover, a combination of the teachings of F'ormale and Saunders wil! not resuU: in the 
claimed invention, because all iimitations are not taught or suggested. As discussed above, 
Saunders does not provide a method to waitlist a desired surplus, used company owned item, by 
an employee of the company. Saunders does not place a reusable item in an on-line catalo^e to 
allow an employee to order the surplus item, where the item remains in the catalogue for a 
predetermined time. Moreover, Saunders does not enable the direct user of the used, surplus 
item to enter it into an active items list. Instead, Saunders requires a customer to request a 
raificheck of an employee, who enters the raincheck information into the database. Neither the 
employee nor the customer axe dhecLusers of the item, at least because the item is a new retail 
item, and not a surplus company asset designated for reuse within the company. 

Claims 1 mid 17 have been fuillier amended to clarify that the surplus item is to be 
ordered by an employee , for use w-ithin the company, and not for personal use. Saunders does 
not teach or suggest this sort of w-aitlisting (raincheck) system. Therefore, there is no prim^x 
fade evidence of obviousness, and this rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 13 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.SC. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fomiale et al. (U.S. 2004/0215544) in view of Wiecha (5,870,717) and in fuitiier view of 
Gilberto et al. (U.S. 2003/0158791 ). This rejection is moot based on the above amendments and 
foregoing discussion, at least as related to amended Claims 1 and 17, and should be v/ithdrawn. 

Claims 14,15,30,31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentabie over 
Formale et al. (U.S. 2004/0215544) in view of Wiecha (5,870,717) and Gilberto et al. (U.S. 
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2003/0158791), and in further view of Officer (U.S. 2003/0233243). This rejection is moot 
based on the above ainendments and foregoing discussion, at least as related to amended Claims 
1 and 17, and should be withdrawn. 



CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration in view of tlie remarks and amendments 
set forth above. If the Examiner has any questions, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the 
undersigned at 703-633-6845, Please chai'ge any shortage of fees in connection with the filing of 
this paper, including extension of time t^ees, to Deposit Account 50-0221 and please credit any 
excess fees to such account. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: 21 July 2008 / Joni P. Stutman-Hom / 

Joni D. Stutman-Hom, Reg. No. 42,173 
Sr. Patent .Attorney 
Intel Corporation 
703-633-6845 

Intel Corporation 
c/o Intellevate, LLC' 
P C, Box 520.50 
Minneapolis, MN 55402 
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